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Introduction 
Innovation plays a key role in maintaining competitive advantage. This is especially true for small 
firms in the biotechnology sector, the focus of this study. Schumpeter (1934) pointed out innovation 
requires new combinations; especially new combinations of knowledge to develop new products 
(McAdam, 2005). For most small firms this means they have to collaborate to acquire such 
information and most do this through their networking (Jack et al., 2010a). Customers can play a key 
role in this networked innovation, not least because they can help shape how the innovation develops 
(Antikainen et al., 2010, Chorev and Anderson, 2006). Accordingly, our study examines the 
networking processes of small biotech firms as they engage with customers to produce innovation. 
Although the importance of biotech innovation is well recognised, much less is known about how 
productive collaborations emerge and how they are sustained (Ortt and Van der Duin, 2008, Taatila et 
al., 2006). Nonetheless, we note that many scholars allude to the importance of trust. For example, 
Camén et al. (2011) propose that trust plays a significant role in most business relationships; or as Batt 
and Purchase (2004) put it, trust is the critical determinant of a good relationship.  But few studies 
actually explain the role played by trust. Indeed, at one level trust is employed to “explain” almost 
everything in relationships; but in detail explains very little. The trust literature is replete with 
descriptions of different types of trust, but lacks examples of how trust is formed, developed and 
maintained in collaborative innovation. This study attempts to address this research problem. We 
examine the processes of collaborations, what Bjerregaard (2009) calls the social practices of 
collaboration, between innovators and their customers. We pay close attention to what sort of trust is 
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invoked and how it is engaged in the innovation practices of our respondents. Small businesses are 
well suited to this enquiry because their small size makes processes more visible (Anderson, 2000, 
Varis and Littunen, 2010). We employ an inductive, qualitative approach to capture and analyse data 
about the collaborative practices for innovation of 11 small biotech firms. 
The development of trust was seen by all of our respondents as crucial for collaboration, but 
especially for the exchange of tacit knowledge. Trust helps overcome the tension between knowledge 
sharing and protection (Bogers, 2011). We found that different types of trust were invoked at different 
stages of the collaboration, but we could readily distinguish between the dimensions of trust based 
upon technical capability and trust built from more personal dimensions. In networking terms, we saw 
how weak ties with their capacity for non redundant knowledge become strong ties (Bergenholtz, 
2011). Moreover, trust was the mechanism for this development. Interestingly, we found that in the 
virtual networking environment, personal trust only emerged with closer, face to face contacts. 
However, trust was maintained through email when strong ties are built. We argue that trust works by 
creating a stable platform for collaboration. Confidence arises through trust by reducing perceptions 
of vulnerability risk. Importantly, the evolvement of trust determined the extent of tacit knowledge 
exchanged, which in turn shapes the success of collaborative innovation. We found that the use of 
virtual networks complements, rather than substituting for, face-to-face meetings. 
Having set out our research problem, we next explore the literature to establish what is already known 
about the topics. The literature identifies that collaboration is indeed important for innovation, 
especially the sharing of tacit knowledge. Yet there is a research gap in our knowledge about the trust 
formation process that facilitates the transfer of knowledge. Our next section explains how our 
methodology addresses the research problem. We then present our findings; essentially that there are 
two different approaches. The technical approach is used to show competence whilst the social is 
employed to build confidence in capability. Finally we discuss the implications and limitations of the 
study.    
1. Literature review 
2.1 Innovation, networking and trust 
Chiaroni et al (2009) argue that network, or open, innovation has replaced the old model of a closed 
internal system. Carlile (2004) explains that innovation happens when the boundaries of knowledge 
domains are crossed. Indeed, Taatila et al (2006) propose that networked knowledge has pushed aside 
labour and capital as sources of value. Ortt and van der Duin (2008) describe this fourth generation of 
innovation management where network innovation is the flexible incorporation of knowledge from 
inside and outside the firm; thus emphasising the importance of external relationships (Varis and 
Littunen, 2010). For Ojasalo (2008), innovation and business networks belong together. Thus (Taatila 
et al, 2006), the importance of networks for innovation is widely accepted because networking 
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extends competencies, capabilities and capacities (Anderson et al, 2007), produces information flows 
and reduces transaction costs (Kalantaridis, 1996). 
Varis and Littunen (2010) propose that innovative firms collaborate to reduce the cost of technological 
development or market entry, to reduce risk in development or market entry, to achieve scale 
economies and to reduce the time taken to develop and commercialise new products. Consequently, 
collaboration is particularly useful for small firms lacking resources and facing high opportunity costs 
in committing scarce skills, knowledge and time (Beesley and Rothwell, 1987). Small firms appear 
increasingly dependent on external collaboration for idea generation and R&D activities (Hagedoorn, 
2006, Hagedoorn and Schakenraad, 1992). Studies emphasise the importance of vertical network 
relationships with suppliers and customers as an important source of innovation (Gassmann et al., 
2006). Indeed, Danneels (2002) argued that competence in customer-networks affects competence in 
generating product innovation.  
Scholars (Athaide et al., 1996, Gassmann et al., 2006, Pittaway et al., 2004) hold that involving 
customers in developing new products reduces the risks of innovation, but collaborations can be 
costly in time and risk information loss (Harbi et al, 2011). Yet Bogers (2011) suggests that 
commitment and trust deals with uncertainty. Nonetheless, Taatila et al point out (2006: 313) 
“questions regarding the psychological and sociological realities that form the social networks 
underlying the innovation process have remained largely unasked”.  It is this question of trust that is 
our focus. Trust seems to offer governance for collaborations, but we recognise trust as complex with 
a number of dimensions. Moreover these different dimensions may be activated in different ways and 
change over time, a process (Jack et al, 2010). Although there are many definitions and descriptions 
of trust, none can claim a universal application (Anderson et al., 2010). Trust is increasingly 
recognised as multi-dimensional and exists at the individual, organisational and inter-organisational 
levels (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996).  Trust has been studied within economics (Sako, 1992), sociology 
(Miller and Steinberg, 1975, Boissevain, 1974, Young, 1957), social psychology (Lewis and Weigert, 
1985), organisational management (Ellonen et al., 2008), marketing (Schoder and Haenlein, 2004) 
and entrepreneurship (Jing and Hamilton, 2010). Trust has been used as an explanatory framework in 
transactional cost theory (Williamson, 1975), social exchange theory in social communities (Young, 
1957), resource-based organisational theory (Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven, 1996), relationship 
marketing theory (Hunt and Morgan, 1994) and SMEs’ growth theory (Dubini and Aldrich, 1991). 
The literature thus presents a complicated picture of types of trust with a variety of labels. But we 
consider Sako’s (1992) two basic forms of trust, goodwill (social based) and competence (technical 
based), as usefully describing the main characteristics of most trust types. Table 1 lists the most 
relevant trust types for collaboration, highlighting differences between competence and relationship 
based forms. The table demonstrates that although there are over a dozen different labels for types of 
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trust, a simpler, more parsimonious typology of either competence or social trust, captures the 
essences of the application and use of trust. 
Table 1 Types of trust in business collaborations 
Author(s)      Trust Type Description of Trust Social or 
Competence focus 
Sako (1992),  
Blomqvist 
(1997), 
Moingeon and 
Edmondson 
(1998), 
Competence trust Expectations about the ability of a 
collaborator to conduct activities that fulfil 
its role. 
Competence 
Nooteboom 
(2003), 
Sengun (2010), 
Byoung-Chun et 
al (2011) 
Goodwill/Intention 
trust 
The extent to which one partner can rely on 
the other’s honesty to look after its 
interests. 
Social 
Larson (1992) Economic trust Refers to skills and performance and 
capabilities to be relied upon for 
collaborative work. 
Competence 
Personal trust Whether they could work with a group, 
considered as individuals. 
Social 
Shapiro et al. 
(1992) 
Knowledge-based 
trust 
Knowledge-based trust concerns with an 
individual’s predictability of his/her 
partner’s cooperative behaviour. 
Competence 
Deterrence-based 
trust 
Based on the belief in which individuals’ 
actions follow their words. 
Social 
Identification-
based trust 
Refers to an individual’s identity which 
gave a partner’s confidence about 
predictable behaviour. 
Social 
McAllister (1995) Cognition-based 
trust 
An individual’s beliefs about peer 
reliability and dependability. 
Competence 
 Affection-based 
trust 
Reciprocated inter-personal care and 
concern. 
Social 
Hossain and 
Wingant (2004) 
Cognitive trust Competence and reliability, in 
accomplishing a task successfully. 
Competence 
 Emotional trust The creation of an emotional bond which 
removes fears of exploitation, and creates a 
feeling of mutual support. 
Social 
Meyerson et al. 
(1996) 
Swift trust A fragile trust usually based upon 
temporary arrangement for collaboration 
with new exchange relations. 
Competence 
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Hung et al. 
(2004) 
Presumptive trust Trust formed in temporary teams where 
members lack familiarity, shared 
experience, reciprocal disclosure, threats 
and deterrents and fulfilled past promises. 
Often found in a virtual context where ICT 
is the main interaction mode. 
Competence 
 
Although many studies have examined types of trust and relationships, they mainly examined 
collaborations of temporary teams (e.g. Meyerson et al., 1996; Larson, 1992; Byoung-Chun et al., 
2011). Studies (e.g. Powell, 1990) have examined the role of trust, but few have examined the trust 
building process. Nooteboom (2003) investigated trust processes, but in a team work context. So there 
appears to be a gap about trust building processes. 
2.2 Distance, innovation, trust and virtual networking 
Mackinnon et al (2004) argue for the role of inter-firm networks as channels for innovation and 
learning within regions and localities (Kalantaridis and Bika, 2006). Moreover, Dodd et al (2002) 
propose that networking processes are particularly beneficial when the network partners are 
geographically close to each other. Yet Fontes (2007) found that biotechnology SMEs collaborate 
locally and globally (Gertler and Levitte, 2005, Gittelman, 2007, Hendry and Brown, 2006, 
Lorentzen, 2007, Moodysson and Jonsson, 2007, Rasmussan et al., 2001). Whilst it appears that 
proximity is important for innovative collaboration, the evidence suggests that networking extends 
well beyond the local. 
One way that firms can extend beyond the constraints of the local is through virtual networking, 
“connecting” by using information communication technology. This mechanism seems to offer scope 
for overcoming many of the problems associated with distance (Irvine and Anderson, 2008) and for 
increasing efficiency (Wall, 2005, Oh et al., 2009) as electronic modes of interaction enable 
networking across time and locations (Crossman and Lee-Kelley, 2004). But although electronic 
modes carry benefits of speed and low cost, the channel is much less rich in content (Lengel and Daft, 
1988, Handy, 1995) than personal meetings. The medium, especially email, lacks the visual cues of 
eye contact and body language (Daft and Lengel, 1984, Lengel and Daft, 1988). Hence there is a 
depersonalisation invoked by email. The narrower channel of virtual communication may even restrict 
the transfer of tacit knowledge. Dosi (1988) and Polanyi (1967) point out that tacit knowledge, vital 
for innovation (Harbi et al, 2011), is best shared in face-to-face interactions. So for us this issue 
becomes how is trust, conducive for collaboration, generated in virtual interactions? 
2.3 Biotechnology as a collaborative context 
Biotechnology offers a rich context for exploring collaboration for innovation (Chiaroni et al., 2009). 
The biotechnology sector is renowned for its innovativeness and vital for growth (BIS, 2010).  UK 
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biotechnology is ranked as top in Europe for research and development, second worldwide to the US, 
and employs some 24,000 people (UK-Trade-and-Investment, 2011). Moreover, biotech products 
provide new technological solutions for other industries (BIS, 2008). The majority of biotech firms 
are SMEs, but feature biotech-based entrepreneurship (Ahn and Meeks, 2008), manifest as 
entrepreneurs’ pursuit of innovation (Cooke, 2006). 
Product innovation, the life-blood of biotech firms, has become increasingly reliant on collective 
efforts through collaboration. Powell et al (1996) explain how the generation of biotechnology 
innovation is dispersed in networks where new knowledge is created through access to 
complementary knowledge. Tolstoy and Agndal (2010) and Calia et al (2007) make similar 
arguments. This goes someway to explaining the existence of clusters of small biotech firms. Cook 
(2001) notes that much of the rise in commercialisation of biotechnology is at the hands of small start-up 
and spin-out companies originating in the U.K. science based. This link to the science base (Rosiello, 2007) 
relates the clustering of small biotech companies to University cities such as Dundee and Aberdeen (Cooke, 
2007). Cooke (2001;54) explains there is strong science and spin-out firms also in Dundee and Edinburgh 
as well as near Aberdeen. The sector is thus seen as occupying a “biotechnology triangle” between Dundee, 
Edinburgh with Glasgow at its heart. 
Scholars (Hellstrom, 2004, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1996, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1994) highlight the 
important role of network relationships in enabling innovation collaboration; but also emphasise how 
human interactions involve emotion. Interestingly, little of this research has been directed to 
understanding the processes of relationship building (Drakopoulou et al., 2002) or trust processes in 
the relationships (Jack et al., 2004) and how these change over time (Jack et al., 2008). This seems 
important in the biotechnology industry where product innovation involves high levels of uncertainty 
(De Jong and Woolthuis, 2008) and tacit knowledge exchanges (Hine and Kapeleris, 2006). Rosiello 
(2007) explains, some tasks, which require the undertaking of complementary activities, can be 
accomplished only by cooperation, in this sense that one person will do one thing only if assured that 
some other person will do another. We attempt to fill this gap by an improved understanding of 
trusting building processes in networked relationships. 
2. Methodology 
Our research objective was to find out what happens in innovative networks, especially trust process 
and virtual networks to develop some explanatory account of why they happen in this way. We aim to 
understand how entrepreneurs build, develop and maintain trust with customers in their innovation 
practices. We also want to know if and how, virtual interaction affects the processes. Given the 
importance of distance in collaborative relationships, we selected respondents whose customers did 
not share a location with our respondents. Our fieldwork was conducted in 2009 over several months 
and involved two stages. The initial stage was participant observation in a respondent’s office, 
attempting to map how a collaborative network relationship operated (Van Manen, 1990). Participant 
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observation of networking activities combined with access to documents (emails) provided insights 
about interactions and behaviour in a real-life context (Waddington, 2004; Mason, 2002) Although 
time consuming, (Hussey and Hussey, 1997) this initial stage provided a grounded 
understanding for the next stage. 
In-depth interviewing formed our next stage. One interviewer had previous involvement in 
new product development which helped establish rapport with the respondents (Patton, 2002) 
as connections were built through shared experiences (Liamputtong and Ezzy, 2005). 
Sampling  
We selected respondents from Aberdeen and Dundee, cities with a strong entrepreneurial 
biotechnology culture as we noted earlier. We purposefully sampled, selecting respondents 
with experiences appropriate for the study (Anderson and Smith, 2007). This was a 
purposeful sample and in that sense it is not intended to be representative, but one that is 
likely to have the characteristics that we want to examine. Such sampling does not allow the 
results to be generalisable to the wider population; but they may be generalisable at a 
conceptual level (Jack et al., 2008). Selected firms were; small, independent and producing 
customer led biotech innovation. Of our original sample frame of 14 firms, 11 agreed to 
participate. 
Data collection 
Among these firms, one entrepreneur, whom we already knew, generously offered us access 
to his firm (25 employees). We hoped that this participation would enable an understanding 
of processes and help design the interviews to collect relevant and explanatory data. One 
author conducted the observation over 7 days, but with subsequent calls.  
Interviews 
A total of 17 face-to-face interviews with 11 owner-managers and 6 marketing managers 
were completed. These respondents had boundary spanning roles with customers in 
collaborative innovation (Johannessen and Dolva, 1995, Larson and Starr, 1993). The 
interviews took an hour or two and were recorded and transcribed. Some follow-up telephone 
interviews were also carried out to clarify points that we missed in the first interviews 
(Taylor, 1984). The interviews focused on innovation, networking and virtual interactions. 
Data describing processes were supplemented by anecdotes and narratives about networking 
experiences.  
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The characteristics of the firms are shown in Table 3; all focused on biotech and all engaged in 
new product development. Interestingly, we noted that firm size did not seem to affect the 
number of innovations. Most of the firms had been founded on quite radical innovations. As 
one respondent reported, “the original was radical, it came from our university laboratory”.  
Nonetheless, typically, current innovations were incremental.  
 
Table 3.  Characteristics of the Biotech SMEs  
Firm  Established      Business No. of  
staff 
Number of Product 
Innovations 
BiT 1985 Biotech manufacturing 25 240 plus several in 
progress 
CML 1985 Biotech production  38 No accurate history, but 
extensive with 4 in 
progress 
Cyp 1989 Biotech manufacturing 7 50 plus several in progress 
Cly 1996 Biotech manufacturing 63 90 plus several in progress 
Rmd 1999 Biotech manufacturing 8 2 plus several in progress 
Alb 2000 Biotech manufacturing 5 2 plus 2 in progress 
CR 2001 Biotech production 30 2 plus several in progress 
KinS 2002 Biotech products 2 40 plus several in progress 
Hptg 2002 Bio-pharmacy product 
manufacturing 
20 12 plus 3 in progress 
PK 2002 Biotech manufacturing 5 1 plus 7 in progress 
 
Analysis Technique 
Our analysis sought patterns in the networking practices by the constant comparison method 
(Glaser, 1978, Anderson, 2000). Each transcribed interview was read several times and the 
text categorised and coded as emerging themes. We looked for themes within individual units 
and also connections between parts and the whole. Coding and links were completed by 
shifting backwards and forwards across each transcript and the entire set (Mason, 2002). 
NVivo 2.0 assisted our analysis, enabling us to move around free nodes, tree nodes and 
within tree nodes. The process allowed us to reflect on the data in detail, but also more 
broadly (Golafshani, 2003, Hussey and Hussey, 1997). 
3. Findings and analysis 
A primary and consistent theme was the importance of innovation for these small firms. G provided a 
very typical comment, 
“Innovation is important … we’re looking at the problems within the industry and coming up 
with the solutions through those problems” (G, CR) 
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This theme demonstrated the business philosophy, and helped explain what drove the entrepreneurs to 
actively engage with new product development. Indeed, P at Alb, sees innovation as the company’s 
raison d’être. 
“If there is a problem and there isn’t a solution, let’s invent the solution … that’s why we set 
up.” (P, Alb) 
All respondents expressed similar attitudes towards innovation. We saw a passion for proactively 
dealing with challenges and creating innovation. New product development defined the nature of their 
businesses. But the importance of innovation, especially in solving customers’ problem, was 
prioritised in customer relationships. 
“… in terms of the parties that facilitate innovation generation, customers I would say are the 
first,” (I, CML) 
All, save one, explained how customers contributed most in generating ideas leading to incremental 
innovations. The exceptional respondent described how ideas generally originated in-house, but 
customers contributed. Thus we were fairly confident that our data were well suited to investigating 
the processes of innovation.  
Our analysis then examined differences in the networking approaches. Two distinctive types were 
identified, the technical approach and the social approach to trust building. What distinguishes these 
strategies is the different emphasis. The technical is about demonstrating technical competencies and 
abilities, whilst the social is about building a social connection. Nonetheless, both approaches seem 
intended to promote trust as a linking mechanism for collaboration. We begin by looking at how 
connections commenced. 
Initiating collaboration 
Ten firms published their research in bioscience journals, but all had websites. These were a shop 
window for their capabilities, 
“… so everything we have got … all of our intellectual property is all on the website, so we 
are sharing it with our customers, so you want to know what are global warming and coal 
efficiencies? It’s there. Do you want to know … when you dilute it with water? It’s there …” 
(D, Bit) 
This shared information demonstrated technological capabilities and performance, offering customers 
a basis for confidence and potential for collaboration. It could be construed as a marketing strategy. 
For example, 
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“ in terms of new business … we go out and actively market, present the company, we present 
at scientific meetings, so it’s a whole marketing push, to tell people what CR can do, so the 
customers who come to us know what we can do ...” (G, CR) our emphasis 
But note how the focus is on what they can do. As a marketing strategy, it works by demonstrating 
knowledge as a hook to “catch” prospective clients, knowledge is displayed. Cognitive legitimacy 
(Aldrich and Fiol, 1994) is offered as a basis for presumptive trust about what they can do. Note too, 
that the initial contact point can be virtual and relatively passive using a website; or proactive, as 
demonstrated in the last quote. Knowledge was used to attract customers into collaborations. In this 
preliminary stage, codifiable knowledge flows one way, from the shop window to potential customers. 
Knowledge is presented in terms of capability and expertise, so can be clearly described as offering a 
basis for competence based trust. But as the collaboration begins to form, we saw a shift towards more 
detailed, relevant and tacit knowledge exchange, the technical approach. 
4.1 The technical approach to trust building 
The technical approach concentrated on establishing credibility about the firm’s technical ability, 
presenting technical reliability as a basis for trust. Seven of our respondents used this approach. The 
progressive focus is not so much knowledge exchange, but the capacity to use knowledge to frame the 
problem as a basis for the collaboration,  
“They said (in an email) ‘can you develop an acid that shows this compound is affecting … and 
‘yes, we can do that, but we don’t know how to do that at the moment … normally we’d respond 
back ‘yes, we can help you with that, but we need to know the technical details of the particular 
problem … “then I may phone to arrange a particular event, either a meeting or a conference 
call … so we get together that’s basically to understand the problem, the detailed, the technical 
detail of the problem.” (G, CR) 
Here we see a shift towards using more tacit knowledge as the collaboration evolves. G explained 
how the process has become about the definition of the problem, the customer’s needs; but in specific 
technical terms how their tacit or unique knowledge can be applied. The dialogues reflect 
technological competence and shape the directions of the collaboration. Customers develop 
expectations and confidence- trust- that moves collaboration forward.  A pattern emerged across the 
data whereby entrepreneurs and customers went into more technical details establishing anticipation 
about potential new products: 
“… they had two particular problems over there and couldn’t deal with  … we go back and 
say ‘yes, this is what is going to happen, this is how it is going to break down, this is what is 
going to come out of it ...” (I, Alb) 
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Using technical terms and communicating by informed language, the entrepreneurs demonstrated 
their understanding, knowledge, experiences and capability for the collaboration. Their reliability was 
demonstrated as a basis for trust. Moreover, the proposals for solving customers’ problems indicated 
to customers what they might expect from the collaboration. These interactions constituted a process 
of identifying common purpose for relationship development. 
However, the extent of personal trust was limited. As K explained, “… in the initial stage, everybody 
would be much more guarded …” (K, Alb). Integrity was not established, so the early stage trust 
constrained the type of technical information exchanged and the degree of tacit knowledge 
transferred. Hence we argue that this type of presumptive, competence trust is relatively shallow. We 
now explore contrasts in social trust formation. 
4.2 Social Approach to trust building  
Five of our respondents used the social approach. Unlike the technical, in the social approach, the axis 
of collaboration is personal, emphasising social skills in building networks (Baron and Marksman, 
2000).  
“…people buy from people, they don’t buy from a faceless person … it’s about building good 
relationships.” (C, Bit) 
For collaborations, where the product is yet to exist and the collaboration outcome presents an 
imagined future (Anderson, 2005), social interaction seems to build a different type of trust. What we 
saw was a process of getting to know about each other as people, trust was embedded in people.  
“… they like to know about you. Before they discuss any work, they will talk about your 
family …” (I, CML) 
… we built up a relationship between business development people but also the scientists, we 
go to know each other …” (J, CML) 
Conversations about each others background, family and personal circumstances were used to judge 
attitudes, benevolence and honesty- an affective basis for trust. Affective trust developed through 
further interactions increasing inter-personal knowledge:  
“Once you meet them, and become happy about how it is going, and phoning them up again 
or emailing ...” (M, Cyp).  
Moreover the social lubricates interaction: “… As you become more familiar with the customer, you 
relax the tone, which is the process.” (G, CR). We noted how bonds were socially created:“… we talk 
about their lives … we get to know each other … probably share something with them …” (D, Bit)  
“we talk about all sorts of things … state of nation … at that stage, you are really relaxed 
with each other.” (G, CR) 
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The process seems to work by providing reassurance, the trustability of individuals:  
“… when they get to know you, they are much happier about the person …” (I, Alb) 
Affective trust was rooted in individual integrity and reliability, inter-personal friendships and simply 
liking each other.  
“… you have got to get that relationship, the best friends …” (C, Bit)  
This sharing of private and social information built intimacy and a sense of mutuality. Personal 
friendships acted as a bond, an effective tie linking network partners and forming collaboration 
expectations. We saw the social approach constructing affective ties of personal reliability, emotional 
trusting ties. Technical discussions grew from these ties: 
“social thing first, then business talk … discussion of work, going to technical aspects…” (I, 
CML) 
Technical discussions only began after affective trust building. In other words, close collaboration 
depended on the development of an affective atmosphere.  
Of course, not all respondents relied entirely or completely on one approach or the other. We found 
that seven of our respondents combined a social and a technical approach. Much seemed to depend on 
the particular circumstances and contexts. Thus the categories of patterns of behaviour were not 
exclusive, but in certain circumstances were complementary. Nonetheless, as explanatory categories, 
the two distinctive approaches describe different behavioural patterns and shed light on collaborative 
practices. Importantly, the presence of cognitive and affective trust progressed collaboration, not only 
for reducing risks and uncertainties but also making network relationships “sticky” in the growth of 
inter-personal friendships.  
3.3 The virtual in trust building 
Email was used extensively for early stage connecting as a convenient way of initiating connections: 
“so we would send an introductory message usually by email with an attachment … then you’d 
follow that up with a phone call …” (G, Cly) 
“… We started off with 2 or 3 emails, and then we started to do phone calls …” (G, CR) 
In other instances video conferencing was used to discuss technical problems and possible solutions in 
a greater depth,  
“… Video-conference is better (than email) … on the video-conference you can see the body 
language, and that gives the way as much as what people say …” 
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“… (after the video conferences) but we backup all these with visits with customers mostly ... 
our chairman will go and visit people …looked their eyes … to know exactly their 
problems …” (P, Alb) 
 
But most respondents emphasised the importance of face to face meetings to get closer to the clients: 
“… at that meeting technical experts will be there either around the phone or around the 
table. It’d better be around the table …(G, CR) 
“… (Following up emails) we very quickly try to have a meeting, so we can understand the 
people … so very quickly we will travel to sit and look eye-to-eye with people, and understand 
who they are …” (P, Alb)  
They pointed out constraints in the virtual: 
“Trust, you can pick up the wrong feeling about an email, if you see somebody you can look 
in their eyes, …” (A, Hptg) 
 “… face-to-face is probably the best in terms of how you feel about other persons thinking 
and general negotiations … email tends to be short, sharp  …” (G, Cly) 
But respondents also told us how they continued to use email to “stay in touch”. These accounts led us 
to believe that email and video conferencing were useful tools for initiating and maintaining contact, 
but they were less effective as a means of building trust.  Certainly none of our respondents could 
envisage a collaboration that was entirely virtual.  We conclude that the virtual aids trust building, but 
only as a parallel process to augment personal meetings. 
4.4. Continuing trust use and maintenance 
Trust was both deployed and developed through the relationships. For new problems: “So the existing 
customers … if they have got a problem and not sure what do with, or maybe they don’t even know if 
they have got a problem, they contact us ...” (G, CR) 
But also for new ideas and opportunities:  “… When we visit … we’ll try to go and see them, because 
you pick up new ideas and business just because of having conversation …” (G, CR) 
Once trust was in place, there appeared to be more efficient information flow and knowledge 
exchange, often by email:  
“… when the relationship is there, it avoids the need to spend 10 or 15 minutes chatting about 
non-essential things, 
… You just send a quick message and get feedback. Most of those messages are only 2-3 lines 
rather than 150.” (W, PK) 
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Generally, relationships were maintained in a lean interaction mode with less frequent face-to-face 
meetings: 
“It takes a lot of personal visits initially, but once we get the relationship established, we then 
rely heavily on electronic communication … probably visit once or twice a year …” (G, Cly) 
“… within that relationship that has been established,  then you should be able to use email to 
maintain relationships … however, that should only come from a relationship …” (R, CML)  
However email is not always enough “… have to meet when they have problems, product problems, 
bad debts …” (D, Biot). But also: 
 “… They will demand a certain amount of meetings each year, and if you don’t do that, it’s 
very much like out of sight … the relationship will decrease very rapidly if you try to do it 
only by email in the Middle-East …they like to see you …have fish meals in the restaurants … 
things like that …” (I, CML) 
Interestingly, more face-to-face meetings appeared to be required by Middle-Eastern customers. The 
reason seems to relate to their ways of maintaining affective trust, individuals needed reassurance and 
to refresh reliability and intimacy through personal visits. 
4. Conclusions 
Trust, in its varied dimensions provides an enabling mechanism for collaboration. Trust seems to build 
confidence in two distinct areas; the ability of the partner to deliver and the reliability of the partner to 
deliver. Although the extensive trust literature categorises trust in a number of ways, we found that 
trust behaviours in collaborative innovation practices follow a simpler dichotomy; a distinction 
between trust in the technical and trust in the person. The qualities of trust in this distinction help 
explain tie strengths in the networking strategies of our respondents. We saw how they build 
confidence in what they could do, albeit from different starting points, and how both types of trust are 
employed to demonstrate commitment in what they would do.  
We contribute to the literature on trust in collaboration. This study helps fill gaps in the literature by 
explaining trust evolvement as process and by showing how trust enables different types of 
knowledge exchanges, in particular tacit knowledge, in innovation practices. From a starting point of 
codified and explicit knowledge, trust seemed to foster the exchange and development of more 
contextualised tacit knowledge that was employed to develop the innovation. We found an increasing 
level of tacit knowledge exchange in the innovation processes when trust grew between the 
respondents and their customers. In identifying two approaches to trust building as a means of 
facilitating and building collaboration for innovation, this study offers a more conceptually 
parsimonious typology of two different types of trust. Nonetheless, we conclude that trust is created 
by human interactions, and trust itself is a relational artefact 
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When we looked at how the virtual was used, we found that it did not replace face-to-face meetings. 
Rather it could be seen to extend the collaborative relationship and served as a complementary mode 
to face-to-face meeting. The study contributes by showing how the virtual mode provided an effective 
way of communicating when the platform of trust had become, or was becoming, established. Our 
findings also demonstrate that email social conversations facilitate the maintenance of trust. Existing 
studies (Daft and Lengel, 1984, Lengel and Daft, 1988) argued that email is a lean communication 
mode. But we show that it can become a rich mode if trust is in place and strong ties exist between 
network actors who have a prior stock of inter-personal knowledge.  
There are some practical implications from our study. In showing how trust is developed in practices, 
we make apparent the strategies that collaborators can use. We show the relative strengths and 
weakness of each approach and indicate how sequences of trust types can be usefully deployed at 
different stages of collaboration. We also highlight the benefits and consequences of virtual 
communication. From a practical perspective it may be useful for prospective participants in a 
collaboration to recognise the importance of trust. Moreover, an awareness of how these processes 
operate may offer some guidance on how best to go about creating useful relationships. Finally we 
note the importance of face to face meetings, which should caution against a reliance on the virtual. 
5.1 Limitations and future research 
As in all studies, our findings are limited by our methodology. Although our qualitative approach 
allowed us understand processes, we cannot generalise beyond our limited sample. We can however, 
make some claims about this as a more general conceptual framework. Thus future research could 
extend from our limited sample to establish the explanatory power of our framework in different 
contexts.   
Acknowledgements 
The authors thank the editor of EJIM, Professor Christos Kalantaridis and three anonymous reviewers 
for their critical, but extremely helpful comments on the previous version of the paper.  
References 
AHN, J. M. & MEEKS, M. (2008) Building a conducive environment for life science-based 
entrepreneurship and industry clusters. Journal of Commercial Biotechnology, 14, 20-30.  
ALDRICH, H. & FIOL, M.C. (1994)  Fools rush in? The institutional context of industry creation. 
Academy of Management Review, 19: 645–670. 
ANDERSON, A. R. (2000) The protean entrepreneur; the entrepreneurial process as fitting self and 
circumstance. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 8, 201-234. 
ANDERSON, A. R. (2005) Enacted metaphor; the theatricality of the entrepreneurial process 
International Small Business Journal, 23(6): 585–603 
ANDERSON, A. R., PARK, J. & JACK, S. L. (2007) Entrepreneurial Social Capital: Conceptualizing 
Social Capital in New High-tech Firms. International Small Business Journal, 25, 245-272. 
16 
 
ANDERSON, A. R. & SMITH, R. (2007) The moral space in entrepreneurship: an exploration of 
ethical imperatives and the moral legitimacy of being enterprising. Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 19, 479-497. 
ANDERSON, A. R., STEINERTE, E. & RUSSELL, E. O. (2010) The Nature of Trust in Virtual 
Entrepreneurial Networks. International Journal of E-Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 1, 1-
21. 
ANTIKAINEN, M., MAKIPAA, M. & AHONEN, M. (2010) Motivating and  supporting 
collaboration in open innovation. European Journal of Innovation Management, 13, 100-119. 
ATHAIDE, G. A., MEYERS, P. W. & WILEMON, D. L. (1996) Seller--Buyer Interactions During the 
Commercialization of Technological Process Innovations. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 13, 406-421.  
BARON, R.A. & MARKSMAN, G.D. (2000) Beyond Social Capital; How Social Skills can Enhance 
Entrepreneurs’ Success, Academy of Management Review 14(1) 106–16. 
BATONDA, G. & PERRY, C. (2003) Influence of culture on relationship development processes in 
overseas Chinese/Australian networks. European Journal of Marketing, 37, 1548 - 1574. 
BATT, P. J. & PURCHASE, S. (2004) Managing collaboration within networks and relationships. 
Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 169-174. 
BEESLEY, M. & ROTHWELL, R. (1987) Small firm linkages in the United Kingdom. IN 
ROTHWELL, R. & BESSANT, J. (Eds.) Innovation, Adaptation and Growth. Amsterdam, 
Elsevier. 
BERGENHOLTZ, C. (2011) Knowledge brokering: spanning technological and network boundaries. 
European Journal of Innovation Management, 14, 74-92. 
BIS (2008) Enterprise and Small Business. Department for Business Innovation & Skills. 
BIS (2010) Strength and Opportunity: The landscape of the medical technology, medical 
biotechnology and industrial biotechnology sectors in the UK. IN GOVERNMENT, H. (Ed.). 
London, UK Trade and Investment. 
BJERREGAARD, T. (2009) Universities-industry collaboration strategies: a micro-level perspective. 
European Journal of Innovation Management, 12, 161-176. 
BLOMQVIST, K. (1997) The many faces of trust. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 13, 271-
286. 
BOISSEVAIN, J. (1974) Friends of Friends: Networks, Manipulators and Coalitions, Oxford, 
Blackwell. 
BOGERS, M., (2011) The open innovation paradox: knowledge sharing and protection in R&D 
collaborations, European Journal of Innovation Management, (14) 1, pp.93 - 117 
BYOUNG-CHUN, H., YANG-KYU, P. & SUNGBIN, C. (2011) Suppliers' affective trust and trust in 
competency in buyers: Its effect on collaboration and logistics efficiency. International 
Journal of Operations & Production Management, 31, 56-77. 
CALIA, R. C., GUERRINI, F. M. & MOURA, G. L. (2007) Innovation networks: From technological 
development to business model reconfiguration. Technovation, 27, 426-432. 
CAMÉN, C., GOTTFRIDSSON, P. & RUNDH, B. (2011) To trust or not to trust: Formal contracts 
and the building of long-term relationships. Management Decision, 49, preprint. 
CARLILE, P. R. (2004) Transferring, translating, and transforming: an integrative framework for 
managing knowledge across boundaries. Organization Science, 15, 555-568. 
CHIARONI, D., CHIESA, V. & FRATTINI, F. (2009) Investigating the adoption of open innovation 
in the bio-pharmaceutical industry: A framework and an empirical analysis. European Journal 
of Innovation Management, 12, 285-305. 
17 
 
CHOREV, S. & ANDERSON, A. R. (2006) Success in Israeli high-tech start-ups; Critical factors and 
process. Technovation, 26, 162-174. 
COOKE, P. 2001) Biotechnology Clusters in the U.K.:Lessons from Localisation in the 
Commercialisation of Science, Small Business Economics, 17(1/2), 43-59 
COOKE, P. (2006) Global Bioregional Networks: A New Economic Geography of Bioscientific 
Knowledge. European Planning Studies, 14, 1265-1285. 
COOKE, P., (2007) European asymmetries: a comparative analysis of German and UK biotechnology 
clusters, Science and Public Policy, 34(7) 454-474 
CROSSMAN, A. & LEE-KELLEY, L. (2004) Trust, commitment and team working: the paradox of 
virtual organizations. Global Networks: A Journal of Transnational Affairs, 4, 375-390. 
DAFT, R. L. & LENGEL, R. H. (1984) Information Richness. A New Approach to Managerial 
Behavior and Organization Design. IN STAW, B. M. & CUMMINGS, L. L. (Eds.) Research 
in Organizational Behaviour. Greenwich, JAI Press. 
DAFT, R. L., LENGEL, R. H. & TREVINO, L. K. (1987) Message equivocality, media selection, and 
manager performance: implications for information support systems. MIS Quarterly, 11, 355-
366. 
DANNEELS, E. (2002) THE DYNAMICS OF PRODUCT INNOVATION AND FIRM 
COMPETENCES. Strategic Management Journal, 23, 1095-1121. 
DE JONG, G. & WOOLTHUIS, R. K. (2008) The Institutional Arrangements of Innovation: 
Antecedents and Performance Effects of Trust in High-Tech Alliances. Industry & Innovation, 
15, 45-67. 
DENNIS, A. R. & KINNEY, S. T. (1998) Testing Media Richness Theory in the New Media: The 
Effects of Cues, Feedback, and Task Equivocality. Information Systems Research, 9, 256-274. 
DODD, S. D. & PATRA, E. (2002) National differences in entrepreneurial networking. 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 14, 117-134. 
DOSI, G. (1988) Sources, Procedures, and Microeconomic Effects of Innovation. Journal of 
Economic Literature, 26, 1120-1171. 
DRAKOPOULOU, D. S., JACK, S. & ANDERSON, A. R. (2002) Scottish Entrepreneurial Networks 
in the International Context. International Small Business Journal, 20, 213-219. 
DUBINI, P. & ALDRICH, H. (1991) Personal and Extended Networks Are Central to the 
Entrepreneurial Process. Journal of Business Venturing, 6, 305-313. 
EISENHARDT, K. M. & SCHOONHOVEN, C. B. (1996) Resource-based View of Strategic Alliance 
Formation: Strategic and Social Effects in Entrepreneurial Firms. Organization Science, 7, 
136-150. 
ELLONEN, R., KIRSIMARJA, B. & KAISU, P. (2008) The role of trust in organisational 
innovativeness. European Journal of Innovation Management, 11, 160-181. 
FONTES, M. (2007) Technological Entrepreneurship and Capability Building in Biotechnology. 
Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 19, 351-367. 
GASSMANN, O., SANDMEIER, P. & WECHT, C. H. (2006) Extreme customer innovation in the 
front-end: learning from a new software paradigm. International Journal of Technology 
Management, 33, 46-66. 
GERTLER, M. S. & LEVITTE, Y. M. (2005) Local Nodes in Global Networks: The Geography of 
Knowledge Flows in Biotechnology Innovation. Industry & Innovation, 12, 487-507. 
GITTELMAN, M. (2007) Does Geography Matter for Science-Based Firms? Epistemic Communities 
and the Geography of Research and Patenting in Biotechnology. Organization Science, 18, 
724-741. 
18 
 
GLASER, B. (1978) Theoretical Sensitivity, Mill Valley, The Sociological Press. 
GOLAFSHANI, N. (2003) Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research. The 
Qualitative Report, 8, 597-606. 
HAGEDOORN, J. (2006) UNDERSTANDING THE CROSS-LEVEL EMBEDDEDNESS OF 
INTERFIRM PARTNERSHIP FORMATION. Academy of Management Review, 31, 670-680. 
HAGEDOORN, J. & SCHAKENRAAD, J. (1992) Leading companies and networks of strategic 
alliances in information technologies. Research Policy, 21, 163-190. 
HANDY, C. (1995) Trust and the Virtual Organization. Harvard Business Review, 73, 40-50. 
HARBI, E.S., ANDERSON, A.R., AMAMOU, M., (2011). Knowledge sharing processes in Tunisian 
small ICT firms. Library Review, 60(1), 24–36. 
HELLSTROM, T. (2004) Innovation as Social Action. Organization, 11, 631-649. 
HENDRY, C. & BROWN, J. (2006) Organizational Networking in UK Biotechnology Clusters. 
British Journal of Management, 17, 55-73. 
HINE, D. & KAPELERIS, J. (2006) Innovation and Entrepreneurship in Biotechnology: An 
International Perspective, Glasgow, Edward Elgar. 
HOSSAIN, L. & WINGANT, R. T. (2004) ICT enabled virtual collaboration through trust. Journal of 
Computer-Mediated Communication, 10, 1-21. 
HUNT, S. D. & MORGAN, R. M. (1994) Relationship Marketing in the Era of Network Competition. 
Marketing Management, 3, 18-28. 
HURLEY, R. F. & HULT, T. M. (1998) Innovation, market orientation, and organisational learning: an 
integration and empirical examination. Journal of Marketing, 62, 42-54. 
HUSSEY, J. & HUSSEY, R. (1997) Business research: A practical guide for undergraduate and 
postgraduate students, MacMillan Business. 
JACK, S.L, DODD, S. D. & ANDERSON, A. R. (2008) Change and the development of 
entrepreneurial networks over time: a processual perspective. Entrepreneurship & Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 20, 125 - 159. 
JACK, S.L., DRAKOPOULOU, D. S. & ANDERSON, R. A. (2004) Social structures and 
entrepreneurial networks: the strength of strong ties. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurship & Innovation, 5, 107-120. 
JACK, S. L., DODD, D. S. & ANDERSON, A. R. (2010) Network practices and entrepreneurial 
growth. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 26, 121-133. 
JACK, S.,L. MOULT, S., ANDERSON, A.R. & DODD, S.D. (2010a), An entrepreneurial network 
evolving: Patterns of change”, International Small Business Journal, 28 (4), 315–337. 
JING, Z. & HAMILTON, E. (2010) Entrepreneurship Education for Owner-Managers: The Process of 
Trust Building for an Effective Learning Community. Journal of Small Business & 
Entrepreneurship, 23, 249-270. 
JOHANNESSEN, J. A. & DOLVA, J. O. (1995) Innovative companies' external information search in 
Russia. International Journal of Information Management, 15, 367-376. 
IRVINE, W., ANDERSON, A.R. (2008) ICT peripherality and smaller hospitality businesses in 
Scotland, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, (14).4, .200-18. 
KALANTARIDIS, C., (1996) Local production networks in the global marketplace: Entrepreneurial 
strategies in the garment industry of Macedonia, Greece, International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 2 (3), 12 – 28  
KALANTARIDIS, C., BIKA, Z. 2006. Local Embeddedness and Rural Entrepreneurship: Case-Study 
Evidence from Cumbria, England.,  Environment and Planning 38, 1561-1579. 
19 
 
KOTLER, P. (1969) Marketing Management, Prentice Hall. 
LARSON, A. (1992) Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance of 
exchange relations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 76-104. 
LARSON, A. & STARR, J. A. (1993) A Network Model of Organization Formation. 
Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 17, 5-15. 
LENGEL, R. H. & DAFT, R. L. (1988) The Selection of Communication Media as an Executive 
Skill. Academy of Management Executive, 2, 225-232. 
LEWICKI, R. J. & BUNKER, B. B. (1996) Developing and maintaining trust in work relationships. 
IN KRAMER, R. M. & TYLER, T. R. (Eds.) Trust in Organizations. London, Thousand 
Oaks. 
LEWIS, J. D. & WEIGERT, A. (1985) Trust as a Social reality. Social Forces, 63, 967-985. 
LIAMPUTTONG, P. & EZZY, D. (2005) Qualitative Research Methods, Oxford, Oxford University 
Press. 
LORENTZEN, A. (2007) The Geography of Knowledge Sourcing - A Case Study of Polish 
Manufacturing Enterprises. European Planning Studies, 15, 467-486. 
MACKINNON, D., CHAPMAN, K. & CUMBERS, A. (2004) Networking, trust and embeddedness 
amongst SMEs in the Aberdeen oil complex. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 
16, 87-106. 
MASON, J. (2002) Qualitative Researching, London, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks. 
MCADAM, R. (2005) A multi-level theory of innovation implementation: Normative evaluation, 
legitimisation and conflict. European Journal of Innovation Management, 8, 373 - 388. 
MCALLISTER, D. J. (1995) Affect- and Cognitive-Based Trust as Foundations for Interpersonal 
Cooperation in Organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 24-59. 
MEYERSON, D., WEICK, K. E. & KRAMER, R. M. (1996) Swift trust and temporary groups. IN 
KRAMER, R. M. & TYLER, T. R. (Eds.) Trust in Organizations. London, Thousand Oaks. 
MILLER, G. R. & STEINBERG, M. (1975) Between People: A New Analysis of Interpersonal 
Communication, Palo Alto, Cal., Science Research Associates. 
MOINGEON, B. & EDMONDSON, A. (1998) Trust and organizational learning. IN LAZARIC, N. & 
LORENZ, E. (Eds.) Trust and Economic Learning. (Eds) ed. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar. 
MOODYSSON, J. & JONSSON, O. (2007) Knowledge collaboration and proximity: the spatial 
organization of biotech innovation projects. European urban and regional studies, 14, 115-
131. 
MOUSTAKAS, C. (1994) Phenomenological Research Methods, Thousand Oaks, California, Sage. 
NEWBERRY, B. (2001) Raising student social presence in online classes. U.S. Department of 
Education. 
NONAKA, I. & TAKEUCHI, H. (1994) The Knowledge-creating Company: How Japanese 
Companies Create the Dynamics of Innovation, New York, Oxford University Press. 
NONAKA, I. & TAKEUCHI, H. (1996) A theory of organizational knowledge creation. International 
Journal of Technology Management, 11, 833-845. 
NOOTEBOOM, B. (2003) The trust process. IN NOOTEBOOM, B. & SIX, F. (Eds.) The trust 
process in organizations. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar. 
OH, K.-Y., CRUICKSHANK, D. & ANDERSON, A. R. (2009) The adoption of e-trade innovations 
by Korean small and medium sized firms. Technovation, 29, 110-121. 
20 
 
OJASALO, J. (2008) Management of innovation networks: a case study of different approaches. 
European Journal of Innovation Management, 11, 51-86. 
ORTT, J. R. & VAN DER DUIN, P. A. (2008) The evolution of innovation management towards 
contextual innovation. European Journal of Innovation Management, 11, 522-538. 
PATTON, M. Q. (2002) Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods, London, Sage Publications, Inc. 
PITTAWAY, L., ROBERTSON, M., MUNIR, K., DENYER, D. & NEELY, A. (2004) Networking and 
innovation: a systematic review of the evidence. International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 5-6, 137-168. 
POLANYI, M. (1967) The Tacit Dimension, New York, Doubleday. 
POWELL, W. W. (1990) NEITHER MARKET NOR HIERARCHY: NETWORK FORMS OF 
ORGANIZATION. Research in Organizational Behaviour, 12, 295-336. 
POWELL, W. W., KOPUT, K. W. & SMITH-DOERR, L. (1996) Inter-organizational Collaboration 
and the Locus of Innovation: Networks of Learning in Biotechnology. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 41, 116-145. 
RASMUSSAN, E. S., MADSEN, T. K. & EVANGELISTA, F. (2001) The founding of the Born 
Global company in Denmark and Australia: sensemaking and networking. Asia Pacific 
Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 13, 75-107. 
ROSIELLO, A.(2007) The Geography of Knowledge Transfer and Innovation in Biotechnology: The 
Cases of Scotland, Sweden and Denmark , European Planning Studies, 15,(6), 787-815 
SAKO, M. (1992) Prices, quality and trust: Inter-firm relations in Britain and Japan, Cambridge, 
UK, Cambridge University Press. 
SCHODER, D. & HAENLEIN, M. (2004) The Relative Importance of Different Trust Constructs for 
Sellers in the Online World. Electronic Markets, 14, 48-57. 
SCHUMPETER, J. A. (1934) The Theory of Economic Development, Boston, Harvard University 
Press. 
SENGUN, A. (2010) Which Type of Trust for Inter-firm Learning? Industry & Innovation, 17, 193-
213. 
SHAPIRO, D. L., SHEPPARD, B. H. & CHERASKIN, L. (1992) Business on a handshake. 
Negotiation journal, 8, 365-377. 
TAATILA, V. P., SUOMALA, J., SILTALA, R. & KESKINEN, S. (2006) Framework to study the 
social innovation networks. European Journal of Innovation Management, 9, 312-326. 
TAYLOR, S. J. (1984) Introduction to Qualitative Research Methods, New York, John Wiley. 
UK-TRADE-AND-INVESTMENT (2011) Biotechnology and Pharmaceuticals. UK - The largest 
biotechnology sector in Europe. 
VAN MANEN, M. (1990) Researching lived experience: Human science for an action sensitive 
pedagogy, New York, State University of New York Press. 
VARIS, M. & LITTUNEN, H. (2010) Types of innovation, sources of information and performance in 
entrepreneurial SMEs. European Journal of Innovation Management, 13, 128-154. 
WADDINGTON, D. (2004) Participant Observation. IN CATHERINE, C. & SYMON, G. (Eds.) 
Essential Guide to Qualitative Methods in Organisational Research. London, Sage. 
WALL, M. (2005) Online meetings can reduce the cost of business travel. The Sunday Times. 
Business ed. The Sunday Times. 
WILLIAMSON, O. E. (1975) Market and Hierarchies, New York, Free Press. 
YOUNG, M. A. W., P (1957) Family and kinship in East London, London Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
21 
 
 
About the authors 
 
Jialin Hardwick is a Lecturer in Marketing at Lincoln Business School, University of Lincoln. She 
also teaches entrepreneurship modules and delivers training for Postgraduate Research (PGR) 
Training programmes at Lincoln Business School. Prior to joining in academia she undertook 
managerial roles in new product development and inter-organisational collaboration in 
organisations in the health care sector. Her research interests include product and service 
innovation, entrepreneurship, the healthcare and biotechnology sector, sociological perspective, 
industrial marketing and qualitative research. 
 
Alistair R. Anderson is Professor in Entrepreneurship and Director of the Centre for 
Entrepreneurship at Robert Gordon University. His research interests and publications centre on the 
social aspects of entrepreneurship. His interests thus include networking, social capital and 
entrepreneurial interactions. He has published widely in journals of entrepreneurship research. 
Alistair R. Anderson is the corresponding author and can be contacted at: a.r.anderson@rgu.ac.uk 
 
Douglas Cruickshank, MBCS, CEng is a part-time Lecturer at the Aberdeen Business School. 
Previously he was the Corporate Programme Director and Subject Leader for the Department of 
Business and Management. Prior to joining RGU, he has spent many years in consultancy 
including running a self-employed management consultancy and acting as a principal consultant 
with Logica. Earlier in his career he has fulfilled senior roles in marketing, sales and project 
management. His research interests are in action learning and the application of e-business in 
various areas including virtual networking, entrepreneurship, business processes and e-learning 
and he has published in these areas. 
To purchase reprints of this article please e-mail: reprints@emeraldinsight.com 
 
